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ABSTRACT 
'HVSLWHEHLQJFRLQHGRQO\LQWKHHDUO\VµSHHUUHYLHZ¶KDVEHFRPHDSRZHUIXO
rhetorical concept in modern academic discourse, tasked with ensuring the reliability and 
reputation of scholarly research. Its origins have commonly been dated to the foundation of 
the Philosophical Transactions in 1665, or to early learned societies more generally, with 
little consideration of the intervening historical development. It is clear from our analysis of 
WKH5R\DO6RFLHW\¶VHGLWRULDOSUDFWLFHVIURPWKHVHYHQWHHQWK to the twentieth centuries that the 
function of refereeing, and the social and intellectual meaning associated with scholarly 
publication, has historically been quite different from the function and meaning now 
associated with peer review. Refereeing emerged as part of the social practices associated 
with arranging the meetings and publications of gentlemanly learned societies in the late 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Such societies had particular needs for processes that, at 
various times, could create collective editorial responsibility, protect institutional finances, 
and guard the award of prestige. The mismatch between that context and the world of 
modern, professional, international science, helps to explain some of the accusations now 
being leYHOOHGDJDLQVWSHHUUHYLHZDVQRWEHLQJµILWIRUSXUSRVH¶ 
Running head: ROYAL SOCIETY AND PEER REVIEW 
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µ,QRQHIRUPRUDQRWKHUSHHUUHYLHZKDVDOZD\VEHHQUHJDUGHGDVFUXFLDOWRWKH
UHSXWDWLRQDQGUHOLDELOLW\RIVFLHQWLILFUHVHDUFK¶ 
UK House of Commons committee on Science and Technology, 20111 
 
Public discourse on scientific and medical research places significant emphasis on the 
SURFHVVNQRZQDVµSHHUUHYLHZ¶LWLVVHHQDVFUXFLDOWREXLOGLQJWKHUHSXWDWLRQERWKRI
individual scientists and of the scientific enterprise at large, and it is believed to certify the 
quality and reliability of research findings. It promises supposedly impartial evaluation of 
research, through close scrutiny by subject-specialists, and is widely used by journal editors, 
grant-making bodies and government. In recent decades, the effectiveness of peer review in 
both of these roles has been attacked, by those ± particularly in the bio-medical sciences ± 
who point to failures to detect error and fraud, and by those who identify inappropriate bias 
due to the social dynamics of the process.2 7KHWHUPµSHHUUHYLHZ¶ZDVLWVHOIFRLQHGRQO\LQ
WKHHDUO\VEXWLWµKDVEHHQHOHYDWHGWRD³SULQFLSOH´± DXQLI\LQJSULQFLSOH¶IRUZLGHO\
diverse spheres of research.3 In all fields of academia, reputations and careers are now 
expected to be built on peer-reviewed publication; concerns with its efficacy and 
appropriateness thus seem to strike at the heart of scholarship. 
In both public and scholarly discourse, peer review is routinely taken to be as old as 
the scientific enterprise, and its origins usually located at the Royal Society of London, with 
the creation of the Philosophical Transactions in 1665.4 One of the most influential early 
studies of research evaluation was that published by Harriet Zuckerman and Robert Merton in 
1971.  They recognized WKDWµWKHUHIHUHHV\VWHPGLGQRWDSSHDUDOODWRQFH¶EXWµHYROYHG¶
KRZHYHUWKHLUGLVFXVVLRQRIWKHHDUO\5R\DO6RFLHW\UHIOHFWLQJ0HUWRQ¶VHDUOLHUZRUNRQ
science in seventeenth-century England) was followed by a leap to the twentieth century, thus 
resulting in their paper being widely cited to support the invention of peer review in 1665.5 
We argue that this ahistorical treatment of peer review misunderstands both the nature of 
early modern editorial practice, and the significant ways in which editorial practice evolved 
LQWKHWKUHHFHQWXULHVDIWHUEHIRUHµUHIHUHHLQJ¶ZDVUHEUDQGHGµSHHUUHYLHZ¶ 
Those historians who have more closely examined editorial practices locate the 
origins of refereeing in learned societies in the first half of the eighteenth century.6 They 
suggest that refereeing then came to be used at (a few) independent scientific journals in the 
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late nineteenth century, with widespread adoption occurring only in the later twentieth.7 
+LVWRULDQVRIVFLHQFHKDYHUHFHQWO\EHJXQWRLQYHVWLJDWHVXUYLYLQJUHIHUHHV¶UHSRUWVEXWVR
far, they have sought to uncover the hidden dynamics of intellectual communities at 
particular times and places, rather than to investigate long-term development.8  
In this paper, we consider how and why learned societies should have felt it necessary 
to develop distinctive forms of editorial practice, including the use of referees and 
committees. By historicising the development of peer review, we show that the processes of 
evaluation prior to publication in scientific periodicals have been startlingly various, and only 
gradually accrued the functions now routinely attributed to peer review.  We hope thereby to 
demonstrate that peer review was not (and was historically not intended to be) a unitary 
phenomenon, good for all places and times. Scholarship on contemporary peer review already 
acknowledges how practice varies between disciplines and journals.9 Our work extends this 
by pointing out the antecedents of that variety of practice; but we also seek to show that it 
emerges from a wide historical variety of purpose. 
We investigate these issues through examination of the rich archives relating to the 
Philosophical Transactions. We do not claim that the Royal Society was the sole origin of 
modern peer review. But as the organization ZLWKUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHZRUOG¶VORQJHVW-
running scholarly journal ± and, importantly, its archive ± a study of the Royal Society offers 
a unique insight into the evolution of learned society editorial practices between the 
establishment of the earliest scientific periodicals and the late twentieth century. 
We open with an analysis of the evidence for something like peer review at the early 
Royal Society. We structure the rest of the paper around three episodes when changes of 
editorial practice at the Royal Society were formalized in response to criticism of current 
practice: the move away from sole editorship (formalized in 1752); the use of expert referees 
(formalized in 1832); and changes to the broader gatekeeping processes (formalized in 1896). 
This last change left the Society with a system that was accused of being anachronistic and 
out-of-step with modern science; and yet, by the 1960s and 1970s, elements of that system ± 
specifically, refereeing ± had been widely adopted by all scientific journals, and transformed 
LQWRµWKHimprimatur RIVFLHQWLILFDXWKHQWLFLW\¶10 
Our analysis reveals that refereeing was one element within a wider set of practices 
which shaped the selection and evaluation of papers for publication; and we argue that the 
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distinctive editorial practices of learned societies arose from the desire to create forms of 
collective editorial responsibility for publications which appeared under institutional 
auspices. We show how the Royal Society transformed the Philosophical Transactions from 
a periodical in the charge of a single editor into one run by a committee. We then show how 
WKDWFRPPLWWHHFDPHWRµUHIHU¶SDSHUVWRSDUWLFXODULQGLYLGXDOVIRUFORVHUVFUXtiny, and how a 
practice that was informal (and oral) in the late eighteenth century turned into something 
routine, documented and written, justified by a need for expertise, in the nineteenth century.  
We argue that refereeing and the associated editorial practices of the Royal Society 
were intended, initially, to disarm specific attacks upon the eighteenth-century society; 
VRPHWLPHVWRSURWHFWWKHVRFLHW\¶VILQDQFHVDQGE\WKHODWHUQLQHWHHQWKFHQWXU\WRDZDUG
prestige to members of the nascent profession of natural scientists. The growing 
professionalization and internationalization of scientific research in the early twentieth 
century changed the dynamics and function of editorial processes that had developed in the 
context of a gentlemanly learned society. Yet, contrary to some modern claims for peer 




The first durable scientific societies emerged in the later seventeenth century: the 
Academia Naturae Curiosorum in Schweinfurt (1652), the Royal Society in London (1660), 
and the Académie Royale des Sciences in Paris (1666). These new and privileged spaces 
afforded (to varying degrees) official recognition and reward for inquiry into natural 
phenomena and processes, and new opportunities for collective discussion, comment and 
FULWLTXH7KH5R\DO6RFLHW\¶VPRWWRµQXOOLXVLQYHUED¶XVXDOO\UHQGHUHGDVµWDNHQRPDQ¶V
ZRUGIRULW¶LPSOLHGDSURPLVHWKDWLWVIHOORZVZRXOGWXUQWKHLUFULWLFDOJD]HDVUXWKOHVVO\
upon each other as upon the rest of the learned world.11 The chief manifestation of the Royal 
6RFLHW\¶VFROOHFWLYHEDVLVZDVLWVZHHNO\/RQGRQPHHWLQJ,QLWV early years, meetings 
involved both the devising and witnessing of experiments, and the critical discussion of 
experiments and observations reported by members and the natural philosophical community 
at large. 
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7KH6RFLHW\¶VUROHDVDSURYLQJJURXQGIRUHDrly modern claims to natural knowledge 
is not in dispute, nor its significance as a space for free and open discussion. But it has been 
too rarely appreciated how distinct the practices of early Royal Society meetings were from 
the editorial practices of the Philosophical Transactions. The Transactions was run by the 
6RFLHW\¶VVHFUHWDU\+HQU\2OGHQEXUJDVDSULYDWHYHQWXUH/HWWHUVIURP2OGHQEXUJWR%R\OH
in 1664 have been cited as proof that Oldenburg was already envisioning the so-FDOOHGµIRXU
key functLRQV¶RIWKHPRGHUQDFDGHPLFMRXUQDO\HWWKRVHOHWWHUVDFWXDOO\FRQFHUQHGWKHUROH
of the Society and the function of its manuscript records, not his as-yet-unlaunched 
periodical.12 
&ORVHH[DPLQDWLRQRI2OGHQEXUJ¶VSUDFWLFHVDVHGLWRURIWKHTransactions, from 1665 
until his death in 1677, reveal how different his role was from that of the modern scholarly 
journal editor. He did not receive submissions from authors and choose among them on the 
basis of intellectual merit, let alone engage in systematic consultation about those merits. 
Rather, Oldenburg worked hard to secure copy, drawing on his very wide correspondence 
with the learned men of Europe and his exceptional command of languages.13  This is not to 
say that Oldenburg was unconcerned with the quality of what was published; only that he 
articulated no clear set of standards, and only occasionally referred to any judgement other 
WKDQKLVRZQ0RVWRIZKDWDSSHDUHGLQ2OGHQEXUJ¶VSHULRGLFDOGRHVQRWFRQIRUPWRD
standard.14 Nor can it be said to represent knowledge sanctioned by the Royal Society, since 
the Transactions ZDVSXEOLVKHGXQGHU2OGHQEXUJ¶VLQGHSHQGHQWFRQWURODQGKHZDVFDUHIXO
WRGLVWLQJXLVKEHWZHHQLWVFRQWHQWVDQGWKH6RFLHW\¶VDFWLYLW\± a point missed by many of his 
contemporaries and soPHPRGHUQKLVWRULDQV'HVSLWHWKH6RFLHW\¶VSDOSDEOHDSSURYDORI
2OGHQEXUJ¶VSURMHFWLQWKDWHDUO\SHULRGWKHUHVHDUFKVSRQVRUHGE\WKH6RFLHW\ZDV
published, not in the Transactions, but in separate books and treatises.15 
Some historians have pointed to WKH6RFLHW\¶VULJKW± under its founding charter ± to 
license books for publication on its own authority, as evidence of collective scrutiny and 
sanction.16 7KH6RFLHW\¶VOLFHQVLQJSUDFWLFHLQYROYHGWKHSHUXVDORIDZRUNSULRUWRSULQWLQJ
by at least two members of the Council and the approval of the Council as a whole, and was 
part of a wider mechanism of state censorship intended to ensure the proscription of 
politically seditious or religiously heterodox material.17 Mario Biagioli has suggested that the 
responsibility of licensing in both the English and French contexts simultaneously made the 
new scientific societies instruments of government, and thus made them communities of 
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µSHHUV¶LQDOHJDOVHQVH7KHDVVRFLDWHGEXUGHQRISROLFLQJZRUNVIRUVHGLWLRXV or heterodox 
material they were unlikely to contain in the first place, was largely notional, but created 
space, according to Biagioli, for an institution to turn the imprimatur into a means of defining 
what kind of science it approved of.18  
Between 1665 and 1708, the Royal Society licensed the publication of all issues of the 
Transactions, and about fifty books.19 Pre-publication scrutiny was usually casual, and in the 
case of the Transactions, there are rarely traces of any at all. Furthermore, any simple 
conflation of early modern book censorship with the endorsement of intellectual claims is 
XQGHUPLQHGE\WKH5R\DO6RFLHW\¶VRZQXQFHUWDLQW\DERXWWKHH[WHQWDQGLPSOLFDWLRQVRILWV
privilege and whether it was truly a licensing privilege: it sought legal advice before using it 
for the first time in 1663.20 On that occasion, the newly-chartered Society was eager to 
DVVRFLDWHLWVHOIZLWK-RKQ(YHO\Q¶VSylva (1664), a practical treatise responding to a crown 
FRPPLVVLRQRQWKHEHVWZD\WRVHFXUHWKHNLQJGRP¶VVupply of shipbuilding timber. But 
within a year, this precedent had become problematic: when the Society tried and failed to 
persuade Robert Hooke to omit some of the more speculative flights in Micrographia (1665), 
the Council insisted he include a disclaimer absolving the Society of responsibility for them. 
At the early Royal Society, licensing represented less an endorsement of particular research 
claims, and more a judgement of how far association with a given work would redound to the 
6RFLHW\¶VFUHGLW21 6LPLODUO\DQGGHVSLWH%LDJLROL¶VSODXVLEOHDUJXPHQWWKDWOLFHQVLQJDWWKH
Royal Society was better at excluding than at selecting for specific, positive, criteria, there is 
only one recorded instance of any work being denied the imprimatur, and no unambiguous 
evidence of any intended contribution to the Transactions EHLQJUHMHFWHGRQWKH&RXQFLO¶V
say-so.22 7KH5R\DO6RFLHW\¶VVFUXWLQ\IRUOLFHQVLQJSXUSRVHVZDVDFFRUGLQJWRWKHEHVW
available evidence, neither rigorous nor systematic nor (strictly speaking) collective, since 
works were often licensed on the word of the presiding officer, apparently without debate.23 It 
is, therefore, difficult to argue that the editorial and licensing mechanisms of the seventeenth-
century Philosophical Transactions can legitimately be seen either as a positively articulated 
protocol for choosing among particular knowledge-claims, or as a seal of collective approval 
establishing standards for natural-philosophical print. 
I. 
)ROORZLQJ2OGHQEXUJ¶VGHDWKLQWKHTransactions was edited for 75 years by the 
secretaries to the Society.24 Few observers recognized that the editors were acting in a private 
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capacity, not least because the content of the Transactions became increasingly identified 
with the activity of Society meetings.25 This left the Society vulnerable to the imputation of 
failing to enforce adequate standards in the Transactions, yet with no obvious means of 
exercising control, and little hope of being believed when it tried to deny responsibility.26 
7KLVGLIILFXOW\OD\DWWKHURRWRIFUXFLDOVWDWXWRU\FKDQJHVWRWKHSHULRGLFDO¶VPDQDJHPHQWLQ
1752. The coincidence of a new series of attacks on the Society and the Transactions with a 
WLPHRIGLIILFXOWSHUVRQDOFLUFXPVWDQFHVLQWKH6RFLHW\¶VOHDGHUVKLS resulted in a new model of 
collective editorship (although it tacitly incorporated a good deal of existing practice). 
In the early 1750s, a failed candidate for the fellowship, the botanist, actor and 
apothecary John Hill, launched a series of public attacks upon the Society, criticising the 
conduct of its meetings; the intelligence and character of its members in general (and of the 
president, Martin Folkes, in particular); and, most damagingly, the Philosophical 
Transactions. Hill took advantage of the perceived association between the Society and the 
SHULRGLFDOWRGUHGJHXSDQGPRFNZHDNSDSHUVGDWLQJDOOWKHZD\EDFNWR+LOO¶V
critique was satirical as much as it was philosophical and he had particular fun excoriating 
the self-evidently absurd or trivial. He solemnly proposed, for instance, a string of 
escalatingly ludicrous improvements to a 1703 paper on a Ceylonese technique of hunting 
waterfowl that involved the hunter wading into the water up to his neck with a clay pot over 
his head, and pulling the birds under by the feet.27 In other cases Hill objected to the space 
and precedence granted to minor natural-historical observations by people he despised as 
cronies of the president, and in still others he raised more substantive criticisms. In each 
instance, however, the basic force of the critique came from his ability to exploit the 
assumption that everything published in the Transactions had in some way passed the 
6RFLHW\¶VVFUXWLQ\DQGWKDWWKH6RFLHW\ZDVWKHUHIRUHLQWHOOHFWXDOO\UHVSRQVLEOe for the 
contents. Hill cemented the perceived link by calling his critique A Review of the Works of 
the Royal Society (1751). 
6KRUWO\DIWHU+LOO¶VDWWDFN&URPZHOO0RUWLPHUWKHHGLWRUDQGVHFUHWDU\RIWKH
Society), died suddenly. Combined with the long-term incapacity of the president, this 
afforded the Council an opportunity to reform the existing system without making scapegoats 
of its official leadership. Their response was to enact precisely the kind of collective editorial 
responsibility that Hill had insinuated. In January 1752, the Royal Society assumed both 
financial and editorial management of the Transactions. From this point until 1990, the 
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Transactions officially had no editor. The members of the Council acted as a Committee of 
Papers, charged with deciding collectively which of the papers communicated to the Society 
should be published. 
This was not a necessary or obvious step. Individual decision-making by editors, or 
even groups of editors, was a widespread and successful model for editing a periodical, and 
E\DVVXPLQJILQDQFLDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\WKH6RFLHW\¶V&RXQFLODFTXLUHGDPHDQVWRFRQWURODQ\
editor it might have appointed.28 By involving more people in the editorial process, the 
Society was protecting itself from the incompetence or idleness of individual editors; and by 
making decisions through committee voting, it protected the president and secretaries from 
ad hominem DWWDFNVRQWKHLUMXGJHPHQWDQGGHIOHFWHGPDQ\RI+LOO¶VFULWLFLVPVZLWKRXWHYHU
publicly acknowledging them. 
The new statutes of 1752 laid down that the Committee should consider all papers 
communicated to the Society, in the order in which they had been read at meetings.29  
Committee members met roughly every six weeks, were furnished with abstracts of the 
papers on which to base their judgements, and were supposed to reach their decision by secret 
ballot without discussion.30 This contrasts with the practices of both the Paris Académie 
Royale, where rapporteurs produced jointly-authored reports on submissions by outsiders, 
and of the Royal Society of Edinburgh (f. 1783), whose statutes would explicitly allow 
committee members to discuss the merits of the papers.31 The London system did not seek 
consensus, but created collective judgement from a group of equally-weighted individual 
MXGJHPHQWV7KHµQRGLVFXVVLRQ¶UXOHZDVDYRZHGO\LQWHQGHGWRSUHYHQWWKHFRPPLWWHH
decision from being unduly swayed by any particular individual. How this worked in practice 
remains obscure, but the written procedures for decision-making after 1752 gave the 
appearance of probity, and produced judgements that were hard to contest. 
The practice of the Committee of Papers seems on balance to have been more 
concerned to weed out unsuitable papers than to proactively select the best for publication. In 
the decades around 1800, around 65% of papers read to the Society were later published in 
some form in the Transactions.32 This inclusive practice was governed by several factors: 
first, the question of whom the periodical should most benefit; second, the relationship 
EHWZHHQWKH6RFLHW\¶VPHHWLQJVDQGSDSHUVDQGWKLUGWKH6RFLHW\¶VHVWDEOLVKHGUHOXFWDQFHWR
adjudicate claims to knowledge. 
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First, the post-1752 Transactions ZDVRIILFLDOO\WREHUXQµIRUWKHVROHXVHDQGEHQHILW
RIWKLV6RFLHW\¶DVWDWHPHQt with a range of possible meanings covering reputational or 
financial benefit to the institution as a whole, or utility to the fellows. It is clear that the 
Society did not benefit financially from the takeover.33 We have already seen how the Society 
aimed to protect its reputation and to shield individuals from external criticism, by imbuing 
its publishing decisions with collective authority. For individual fellows, many of whom 
could not or did not attend meetings in London, the key benefit of the Transactions lay in 
better access to the matters communicated at meetings. For such an audience, the value of the 
periodical lay in being broadly representative rather than in showcasing the very best papers.  
Second, although the procedures of the Committee of Papers provided a semi-public 
justification for the Society's publication decisions, they masked the fact that the main 
filtering of papers had occurred silently and much earlier.34 Papers would only be presented 
DWDPHHWLQJRIWKH6RFLHW\LIµFRPPXQLFDWHG¶ (in effect, vouched for) by a fellow. This early 
gate-keeping enabled the weeding out of obvious nonsense, such as proposals for perpetual 
motion machines and squaring the circle. But its existence introduced a degree of social 
delicacy to the subsequent selection of papers for publication: to refuse a paper was to imply 
a criticism of the judgement of the communicating fellow. More broadly, if the Committee 
routinely declined to publish many papers, it ran the risk of implying that the meetings were 
filled with material too dull or too weak to appear in print. 
The Society was not obliged to grant time at a meeting to every paper submitted to it, 
and decisions were in the gift of the president and officers. The protocols for deciding what 
would feature at meetings remained, to outsiders, dauntingly opaque; much depended on the 
interests and prejudices of the individuals concerned, especially during the presidency of 
Joseph Banks (1778-1820). Banks sometimes informally sought a second opinion on the 
intellectual merits of a paper, but was under no obligation to follow the advice he received. 
Surviving correspondence and diaries from the late eighteenth century demonstrate that such 
unofficial consultations were common, both before and after a paper was formally read to a 
meeting.35 
7KHWKLUGVLJQLILFDQWIDFWRUJRYHUQLQJWKHEURDGO\LQFOXVLYHWHQGHQF\RIWKH6RFLHW\¶V
editorial practice was its habitual reluctance to appear to be endorsing the truth of what was 
contained in the Transactions. Thus, while reputational control demanded that trivial papers 
QRWEHSXEOLVKHGDQ\WKLQJHOVHRILQWHUHVWPLJKW,QDQµDGYHUWLVHPHQW¶SULQWHGDWWKHIURQWRI
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every part of Transactions from 1752 until 1957, the Society explicitly distanced itself from 
the types of judgements contained in the official reports on patents and discoveries produced 
by the Paris Académie,WLQVLVWHGWKDWµLWLVDQHVWDEOLVKHGUXOHRIWKH6RFLHW\WRZKLFKWKH\
will always adhere, never to give their opinion, as a body, upon any subject, either of Nature 
RU$UWWKDWFRPHVEHIRUHWKHP¶$SSHDULQJLQWKHTransactions should signify only the 
FRPPLWWHH¶VFROOHFWLYHUHFRJQLWLRQRIµWKHLPSRUWDQFHDQGVLQJXODULW\RIWKHVXEMHFWVRUWKH
DGYDQWDJHRXVPDQQHURIWUHDWLQJWKHP¶DQGVKRXOGLQQRZD\EHWDNHQto imply that the 
6RFLHW\DQVZHUHGµIRUWKHFHUWDLQW\RIWKHIDFWVRUSURSULHW\RIWKHUHDVRQLQJV«ZKLFKPXVW
VWLOOUHVWRQWKHFUHGLWRUMXGJPHQWRIWKHLUUHVSHFWLYHDXWKRUV¶36 By denying that it made 
public epistemic judgements, the Society avoided tying its reputation to any particular 
knowledge-claim, but also sought to prevent unscrupulous authors and projectors from using 
WKH6RFLHW\¶VQDPHIRUWKHLURZQDGYDQWDJH 
This helps explain why a committee-based editorial system, which could have been 
used (as in Paris) as a way of expressing the collective, corporate opinion of the fellowship as 
a whole, actually sought to prevent its judgements from being read that way. The 
Transactions was not supposed to be a repository of officially-sanctioned knowledge, but of 
interesting or intriguing phenomena that were worthy of further consideration. This remained 
the official understanding of the meaning of the editorial process until the mid-twentieth 
century, although, in practice, it would shift significantly with the introduction of referees, 
and of a second Society periodical. 
II. 
In 1830, the Royal Society came under published attack from two of its own fellows: 
mathematician Charles Babbage and physician Augustus Bozzi Granville. Both men argued 
for reforms RIWKH5R\DO6RFLHW\WKRXJKWKH\ZRXOGWDNHRSSRVLQJVLGHVLQWKDW\HDU¶V
contested election of a new president; Granville supported the candidacy of the Duke of 
Sussex, the younger brother of George IV and William IV, who ultimately defeated the 
astronomer John Herschel. Despite their differences, both Granville and Babbage highlighted 
WKHUROHRIWKH6RFLHW\¶VSXEOLFDWLRQVDQGWKHVLJQLILFDQFHRIWKHHGLWRULDOGHFLVLRQVEHKLQG
them. It was in this context that refereeing became a standard element of thH6RFLHW\¶V
editorial practice. 
%DEEDJH¶VReflections on the Decline of Science in England is well-known for its pessimistic 
view of the state of science in Britain, compared to France and Germany, and for its place in 
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the debates leading to the formation of the British Association for the Advancement of 
Science in 1831.37 Babbage had served on a Royal Society committee in 1827 that had 
SURSRVHGYDULRXVLQWHUQDOUHIRUPVDQGKHSXEOLVKHGWKHFRPPLWWHH¶VUHSRUWLQReflections. 
The reformers sought initially to turn the Society into a smaller, more elite organization, 
made up of members with active research interests, somewhat like a voluntary version of the 
Paris Académie. Publication in the Transactions could thus be seen as an indication of the 
DXWKRU¶VVXLWability for membership of such an organization. This approach potentially 
changed the meaning of publication decisions, which would no longer merely imply that a 
published paper would be of some interest to readers, but would be a positive 
recommendation of its author as a man of science. This motivated a critique of the editorial 
practices of the Committee of Papers. The 1827 reformers emphasized the need for the 
FRPPLWWHHWRKDYHµVXIILFLHQWWLPH«WRH[DPLQH>SDSHUV@FDUHIXOO\¶DQGWRFRPPXQLFDWH
directly with the authors when necessary, implicitly critiquing the habit of relying merely on 
abstracts of papers, and voting with no discussion or opportunity for revision.38 
Writing anonymously in Science without a Head, Granville disagreed with Babbage about the 
state of British science in general, but agreed that the leadership provided by the Royal 
6RFLHW\ZDVODPHQWDEO\EDG*UDQYLOOHVXEVWDQWLDWHGKLVFRQFHUQVE\H[DPLQLQJWKH6RFLHW\¶V
archive in forensic detail, and he too saw problems with the way decisions were reached by 
the Committee of Papers. He argued that the increasing specialization of scientific research 
meant that the Committee, limited by statute to twenty-one members and whose meetings 
were seldom fully attended, was not qualified to decide the fate of the wide variety of papers 
received by the Society.39 
By November 1832, the Duke of Sussex was able, in his anniversary address, to announce an 
apparent change of practice. He reported that henceforward a paper would be approved for 
Transactions RQO\LIµDZULWWHQUHSRUWRILWVILWQHVVVKDOOKDYHEHHQSUHYLRXVO\PDGHE\RQHRU
more members of the Council, to whom it shall have been especially referred for 
H[DPLQDWLRQ¶DGGLQJWKDWWKHQHZV\VWHPKDGDOUHDG\EHHQLQRSHUDWLRQIRUDOPRVWD\HDU40 
This insistence on the close examination of the full paper by someone who (presumably) had 
UHOHYDQWH[SHUWLVHFRXOGEHVHHQDVDGLUHFWUHVSRQVHWR%DEEDJHDQG*UDQYLOOH¶VFRQFHUQV
and the written reports ± ZKLFKVXUYLYHLQWKH6RFLHW\¶VDUFKLYHLQDFRQWLnuous run from 
1832 ± FHUWDLQO\WXUQHGUHIHUHHLQJLQWRDYHU\YLVLEOHHOHPHQWRIWKH6RFLHW\¶VHGLWRULDO
practice. The Royal Society nowadays proudly cites 1832 as the invention of refereeing. 
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However, refereeing was not actually new in 1832. The 1752 statutes enabled the Committee 
RI3DSHUVWRVXPPRQDQ\RWKHUIHOORZZKRZDVµNQRZLQJDQGZHOO-skilled in the particular 
EUDQFKRI6FLHQFH¶WRGHOLYHUDQRSLQLRQRIDSDSHURQZKRVHPHULWVWKH&RPPLWWHHIHOW
unqualified to decide.41 There are only a few records of such referrals in the surviving minute 




that there was assumed to be, and may perhaps have been, far more use of oral reporting at 
the Committee of Papers prior to 1832 than either the statutes required, or the minute-books 
recorded. 
According to the Duke RI6XVVH[WKH5R\DO6RFLHW\¶VPRYHWRPRVWO\ZULWWHQUHSRUWV
ZDVLQHPXODWLRQRIµPDQ\)RUHLJQ6RFLHWLHV¶EXWSDUWLFXODUO\WKH3DULV$FDGpmie, which 
UHTXLUHGµZULWWHQ5HSRUWV«IURPD&RPPLWWHHRIWKHLU0HPEHUV¶+HFODLPHGWKHNH\YLUWXHV
of the French reports were, first, that they expressed the judgePHQWRIµYHWHUDQV«ZKRKDYH
HDUQHGE\WKHLUODERXUVDQ(XURSHDQUHSXWDWLRQ¶DQGVHFRQGWKat they were made public. 
Those sitting in judgePHQWRQVXEPLVVLRQVKDGµDQDXWKRULW\VXIILFLHQWWRHVWDEOLVKDWRQFHWKH
full importance of a discovery, to fix its relation to the existing mass of knowledge, and to 
define its probable effect upon the futuUHSURJUHVVRIVFLHQFH¶DQGWKHLUSXEOLFUHSRUWVZHUH
µRIWHQPRUHYDOXDEOHWKDQWKHRULJLQDOFRPPXQLFDWLRQVXSRQZKLFKWKH\DUHIRXQGHG¶43 
6XVVH[¶VMXVWLILFDWLRQRIUHIHUHHLQJZDVSUHGLFDWHGRQDFODLPWRSUHFLVHO\WKHNLQGRI
authority that the Académie Royale had always assumed as part of its function as the head of 
French science and from which the Royal Society always demurred. Nonetheless, by 
(initially) seeking reports only from members of Council, the Society imitated this top-down 
model of evaluation. 
The Royal Society further imitated the French by making some of the written reports (those 
µRIDIDYRXUDEOHQDWXUH¶SXEOLFDW6RFLHW\PHHWLQJVDQGLQSULQW$VLQ)UDQFHVRPHRIWKHVH
early reports were collaborative, with referees expected to reach consensus and issue a joint 
UHSRUW6XVVH[DFNQRZOHGJHGWKDWWKLVZRXOGFDOOIRUµWKHRFFDVLRQDOVDFULILFHERWKRIWLPH
DQGODERXU¶E\UHIHUHHV44 and as Alex Csiszar has shown, collaborative refereeing quickly 
proved problematic, especially when referees dLVDJUHHGDERXWERWKWKHSDSHU¶VSUHFLVHPHULWV
and the purpose of their report.45 Moreover, codes of politeness meant that reports were only 
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ever published when the referees felt able to offer ringing endorsements. It was potentially an 
excellent way of addLQJYDOXHWRRXWVWDQGLQJSDSHUVEXWDVLJQLILFDQWZDVWHRIµWLPHDQG
ODERXU¶LIWKHSDSHUZHUHEDGRUPHUHO\PHGLRFUH:LWKLQD\HDUWKH6RFLHW\DEDQGRQHGERWK
the requirement of a joint verdict and the publishing of reports. Written refereeing continued, 
but the referees henceforth reported independently and their reports (and names) were treated 
as confidential.46 
One way to lessen the new burden of refereeing was to spread it more widely among 
the fellowship. From 1833, various ad hoc subject committees were established to adjudicate 
WKHDZDUGRIWKH6RFLHW\¶V5R\DO0HGDOVDQGWKHVHFRPPLWWHHVUDSLGO\DVVXPHGDQHGLWRULDO
function. From 1838, they were formally established as permanent Scientific Committees and 
charged with delivering recommendations to the Committee of Papers about what to publish 
and what not. For the next decade, these Committees sometimes came to a collective decision 
amongst themselves, and sometimes referred papers to one or two individual members. The 
Committee members thus became a pool of subject-specialist referees, involving a wider 
circle of fellows in decision-making, and potentially deflecting criticism aimed at a Council 
clique. 
It is clear that, during the 1830s and 1840s, the way refereeing fitted into editorial 
practices had not yet standardized. The number of referees varied, reports were not 
necessarily delivered in writing, and they varied from single sentences to twenty closely-
written pages. Referees were unsure whether they were to offer criticism and suggestions, or 
just a recommendation.47 Recommendations were not necessarily dogmatic: in June 1833, 
RQHUHIHUHHVHQWDOHWWHUIXOORIFULWLFLVPVRI'DYLG%UHZVWHU¶VSDSHURQWKHVWUXFWXUHRIWKH
H\HEXWZDVKDSS\WROHDYHLWWRKLVIHOORZUHIHUHHWRµGUDZXSVXFKDUeport as you think 
QHFHVVDU\IRUWKHRFFDVLRQDQGRQ\RXUEHWWHUMXGJHPHQW,VKDOOPRVWZLOOLQJO\UHO\¶7KH
paper was published.)48 In some cases we have only one surviving report for a paper, in 
others two; in some cases the two referees agreed on a joint decision, and in others they 
submitted their reports separately. It was up to the Scientific Committees or the Committee of 
Papers to make sense of the form in which the reports happened to be received.  
In early 1831, the Royal Society had also created a new periodical, and this changed the 
perceived role of the Transactions and the refereeing process associated with it. The 
Proceedings ZDVLVVXHGPRQWKO\GXULQJWKH6RFLHW\¶VVHVVLRQLQFRQWUDVWWRWKHWZLFH-yearly 
parts of Transactions. It reported on each meeting of the Society, including lists of gifts 
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received, elections of new fellows, and annual reports, as well as summaries of the papers 
read.49 By 1833, the initial Proceedings print run of 750 copies (enough for the fellowship, 
plus a hundred more) had been doubled.50 Proceedings thus assumed the function of 
UHSUHVHQWLQJWKH6RFLHW\¶VPHHWLQJVWRWKHIHOORZVKLSDQGWRWKHZLGHUSXEOLF 
The post-1831 Transactions became correspondingly more selective: by the 1850s, 
Transactions published only around 30% of papers submitted to the Society.51 The more 
systematic use of referees, introduced shortly after the launch of Proceedings, was 
specifically for the Transactions. Only around half of the papers communicated to the Society 
were sent to referees for possible consideration for the Transactions, indicating that some 
pre-selection was being done by the Committee of Papers. Reports advising publication in the 
Transactions frequently commended scope, originality and significance, much the same 
evaluation criteria as those advocated by the Duke of Sussex in his 1832 address. 
The greater attention paid to publication decisions for Transactions ± as evidenced by the 
use of refereeing ± suggests that they carried greater consequences for the Society. With the 
1752 advertisement still in place, there was no endorsement of the knowledge-claims put 
forward in either periodical. But a Transactions paper represented a financial commitment 
from the Society (because these papers were lengthy and well-illustrated), and a mark of 
prestige for both the Society (because of the glory potentially reflected on the Society for 
having published important research) and the author (from 1840, authorship of a paper in 
Transactions, but not Proceedings, was seen as sufficient evidence of scientific merit to 
justify a discount on the life membership fee for fellows).52 Given that the pool of papers 
deemed worthy of reading at a meeting could now be seen in Proceedings, the publication 
decisions for Transactions could potentially be scrutinized as never before. The refereeing 
SURFHVVFRXOGEHVHHQLQWHUQDOO\DVSURWHFWLQJWKH6RFLHW\¶VUHSXWDWLRQDQGILQDQFHVDQG
(externally) as mechanism for generating expert evaluation of research. 
 Following the variety of the 1830s and 1840s, thH6RFLHW\¶VUHIHUHHLQJSUDFWLFHV
stabilized. After the scientific committees were disbanded in 1849, amidst a scandal over the 
award of a Royal Medal, referees were drawn from the entire fellowship. Papers for 
Transactions were usually sent to two referees, one after the other, to save the labour of 
recopying what might be a very substantial manuscript. Acting as referee permitted fellows to 
respond to papers at more considered length than was possible at a meeting, as well as 
enabling distant fellows to engage with the research presented at the London meetings. For 
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instance, William Thomson in Glasgow was one of the most active referees in the 1860s and 
1870s. (His colleague W.J.M Rankine was also active, as was Henry Roscoe in Manchester, 
and many fellows based in London, Oxford and Cambridge.) Although papers as published in 
Transactions were supposed to be substantively the same as when read to the Society, 
referees often recommended stylistic changes: flabby introductions and overly speculative 
conclusions were vigorously targeted for cutting.53 This improving-and-mentoring function 
for refereeing was cultivated by long-serving secretary George Gabriel Stokes (1854-85). 
Stokes mediated between author (or communicator) and referees, passing on the official 





Banks had always done with the informal advice he received.56 Thus, the 1894 guidance 
allowed referees to request that their comments be transcribed before forwarding to the 




facto fellows of the Society meant that their credentials were to some extent known.58 
Authors, on the other hand, were not permitted to be anonymous because the Society wished 
to be able to evaluate the credentials (social and intellectual) of its contributors. 
By the late nineteenth century, the Royal Society had a well-established set of editorial 
practices, with referees consulted specifically for expensive and high-prestige publication. 
The fact that refereeing was not deemed necessary for selecting papers to be read at meetings, 
or for short-form publication in the Proceedings, suggests that the long-standing, tacit and 
social processes for winnowing papers ahead of meetings ± which relied on the judgement of 
WKHIHOORZVDFWLQJDVµFRPPXQLFDWRUV¶DQGRIWKHVHFUHWDULHV± were still felt to be working 
adequately well. By the 1890s, however, these gate-keeping practices were under pressure 
from finances and from the shifting demographic of what had become the scientific 
profession. 
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III. 
In his anniversary address in November 1896, Joseph Lister, then president of the Royal 
Society, introduced a major oYHUKDXORIWKH6RFLHW\¶VSURFHGXUHV7KHFKDQJHVZHUHLQWHQGHG
WRµLQFUHDVHWKHLQWHUHVWRIWKHPHHWLQJV¶DQGWRDFKLHYHDµJUHDWHUUDSLGLW\LQWKHSXEOLFDWLRQ¶
The first aim would be achieved by reading only a limited subset of the papers received, thus 
IUHHLQJXSWLPHDWPHHWLQJVIRUFRPPHQWDU\DQGGLVFXVVLRQ6HFRQGQHZµ6HFWLRQDO
&RPPLWWHHV¶ZHUHWREHµHQWUXVWHG¶ZLWKµUHYLHZLQJWKHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV¶UHFHLYHGE\WKH
Society. By delegating the initial editorial evaluation to men versed in the various sections of 
NQRZOHGJH/LVWHUKRSHGWKHFRPPLWWHHVZRXOGSURGXFHµDPRUHVHFXUHDQGDWWKHVDPH
WLPHPRUHUDSLGMXGJPHQWDVWRWKHYDOXHRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQV¶59 These restored scientific 
committees and their chairmen became the de facto guardians of the editorial process, though 
the secretaries and Council retained ultimate responsibility. The committees organized 
referees for papers being considered for the Transactions and provided input into decisions 
about publication in Proceedings and selection for Discussion Meetings. 
Despite the changes in management, the practice of refereeing continued largely 
unaffected through the 1890s. The new 1894 letter of guidance for referees had codified the 
intellectual distinction between Proceedings and Transactions that referees had been working 
with for decades, stating that Transactions SDSHUVVKRXOGµPDUNDGLVWLQFWVWHSLQWKH
DGYDQFHPHQWRI1DWXUDO.QRZOHGJH¶60 Publication in the Proceedings was still seen as more 
URXWLQHµVKRUW¶SDSHUVRIOHVVWKDQWZHOYHSDJHVDnd abstracts could be printed there on the 
authority of the secretary and the chair of the relevant Sectional Committee, without 
necessarily consulting the other committee members . 
There was, however, one newly prominent aspect to the refereeing process: money. In 
VSULQJ-RKQ(YDQVWKH6RFLHW\¶VWUHDVXUHUKDGUHSRUWHGWR&RXQFLORQµWKHGLIILFXOWLHV
LQZKLFKZHDUHSODFHG¶GXHWRWKHVRDULQJFRVWRIWKHSXEOLFDWLRQV61 He therefore made a 
series of recommendations to Council, including limits on the length of individual papers and 
the cost of the accompanying illustrations, and greater scrutiny of all submissions at an earlier 
SRLQWLQWKHSURFHVV7KH&RXQFLO¶VUHVSRQVHZDVOXNHZDUPEXWLWHYHQWXDOO\VHWOLPLWVRQ
pages and illustrations for Transactions, with loopholes that would be regularly exploited.62 
The Sectional Committees were a response to the desire for scrutiny earlier in the process. 
The financial concerns were clear in the new guidance to referees, who were now 
asked specifically about OHQJWKDQGLOOXVWUDWLRQV6KRXOGSDSHUVµEHSXEOLVKHGLQIXOORULQDQ
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DEULGJHGIRUP¶"&RXOGµDQ\SRUWLRQVEHRPLWWHGDVEHLQJXQQHFHVVDU\¶RUDVµOLDEOHWRJLYH
RIIHQFH¶"$QGPRVWH[SOLFLWO\FRXOGWKHLOOXVWUDWLRQVµEHUHGXFHGLQQXPEHURUH[WHQW
withRXWDFWXDOLQMXU\WRWKHSDSHUZLWKDYLHZWRHFRQRP\"¶63 Referees had, from time to 
time, suggested possible cuts for economic reasons, but the scale of the underlying problem 
was new and not resolved by the Treasury grant-in-aid of publications, first awarded in 
1895.64 Thus, new procedures for the Committee of Papers in 1896 specified that it was to 
FRQVLGHUHVWLPDWHGFRVWVDORQJVLGHWKHUHIHUHHV¶UHSRUWVDQGIURPUHIHUHHVZHUHDOVR
informed of the estimated costs.65 (YDQV¶VPHPRUDQGXPRIKDGWhus inaugurated a 
practice of weighing financial implications against intellectual merit, though how referees 
were expected to do this remained unclear.66 
The understanding that refereeing was not simply about judging merit ± whether a 
SDSHUZDVµILWDQGSURSHU¶IRUD5R\DO6RFLHW\SHULRGLFDO± is also apparent from its role in the 
editorial process for the Proceedings. In the nineteenth century, Proceedings had been 
regarded as secondary to Transactions, and its decisions were usually made without input 
from referees. By the early twentieth century, around 75% of papers submitted to the Society 
appeared in Proceedings, with only 12% in Transactions.67 $ODUJHHOHPHQWRIWKH6RFLHW\¶V
public reputation thus rested on the Proceedings and those who controlled access to its pages. 
,QYROYLQJWKHFKDLUPHQRIWKH6HFWLRQDO&RPPLWWHHVVXJJHVWVVRPHFRQFHUQWKDWWKH6RFLHW\¶V
long-established gate-keeping procedures ± dependent on the communicators and the 
secretaries ± were not completely adequate for Proceedings. 
7KHUHTXLUHPHQWWKDWSDSHUVEHµFRPPXQLFDWHG¶E\DIHOORZDFWHGDVDILOWHUERWK
social and intellectual, on submissions, and helps to explain the low overall rejection rate for 
papers received by the Society. A fellow acting as a communicator had long been expected to 
µVDWLVI\KLPVHOIWKDWWKHSDSHULVDILWDQGSURSHURQHWREHFRPPXQLFDWHGWRWKH6RFLHW\DQG
KDVQRWEHHQSUHYLRXVO\SXEOLVKHGHOVHZKHUH¶EXWDOUHDG\LQ-RKQ(YDQVKDGEHHQ
worried that this did not lead to adequate scrutiny.68 It was becoming a pressing concern 
because the growing number of scientific researchers, combined with the more restrictive 
admissions policy that the Society had been operating since 1847, had resulted in an increase 
in the number of papers communicated on behalf of non-fellows. Such papers had accounted 
for barely 40% of submissions in the 1860s but had risen to over 60% by the early twentieth 
century.69 Evans proposed that all papers by outsiders ± even for Proceedings ± should be 
examined by referees; but Council rejected the idea.  
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The secretaries (and other officers) had always acted as a check on what 
communicators submitted; but by the late nineteenth century, two men could not hope to be 
knowledgeable on all possible subjects. Moreover, they also had responsibility for an 
increasing range of Royal Society activities.70 2QHRI/LVWHU¶VUDWLRQDOHVIRUWKHQHZ6HFWLRQDO
Committees was to free the Council and officers from the minutiae of publications, so they 
could devote more attentioQWRµPDWWHUVRIODUJHUSROLF\¶71 Thus, having the chairmen of the 
new Sectional Committees assist the secretaries in making decisions for Proceedings was a 
compromise which ensured someone with knowledge of the general field was involved, 
without slowing things down as much as refereeing would.  
7KHUROHUHIHUHHVSOD\HGDVVWHZDUGVRIWKH6RFLHW\¶VILQDQFHVKHOSVXVWRXQGHUVWDQG
an otherwise puzzling element of the editorial history of Proceedings: from 1914, 
Proceedings papers were granted equivalent intellectual status to those Transactions, but this 
did not lead to the institution of refereeing.72 One key difference between the journals was 
that the page limit for Proceedings papers was more rigorously enforced. Even newly 
increased to 24 pages, that limit constrained the financial implications. The 40-page limit for 
Transactions, on the other hand, was routinely breached, with the Committee of Papers 
sometimes approving papers of more than a hundred pages plus illustrations.73 Thus, the 
financial implications of approving a paper for Transactions were more variable (and 
potentially far higher) than for Proceedings, and merited greater scrutiny. A second issue was 
that the Society was keen for Proceedings papers to be published more rapidly, and seeking 
referee reports slowed things down. Although refereeing did gradually come to be used for 
Proceedings papers over the next few decades, the norm became one referee rather than two 
(or three!). The Society appears to have been content to retain a lighter-touch editorial regime 
for Proceedings. 
IV. 
The decision to continue refereeing ± amidst the many changes of the 1890s ± is significant. 
$VWKHFKHPLVWDQGPHPEHURI&RXQFLO+HQU\$UPVWURQJSRLQWHGRXWLQ/LVWHU¶V
reforms had done little to streamline the editorial process: by adding committees as well as 
UHIHUHHVµWKHPDFKLQHU\RISXEOLFDWLRQKDV«EHHQFRPSOLFDWHGUDWKHUWKDQVLPSOLILHG¶
Armstrong argued that the Society should re-FRQVLGHUµWKHDSSRLQWPHQWRIDQ(GLWRU¶DIWHU
150 years without one; DQGKHGHVFULEHGWKHFRQWLQXHGXVHRIUHIHUHHLQJDVµWKHROGSODQ¶DQG
µDQDQDFKURQLVP¶74 One of the routine criticisms of refereeing was its one-sided 
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FRQILGHQWLDOLW\$UPVWURQJUHSHDWHGWKHFRQFHUQWKDWLWµWRRIUHTXHQWO\¶OHGWRµLOO-IHHOLQJ¶
and in 1922, an early trade union for scientists would claim that Society referees were 
µDQRQ\PRXVDQGLUUHVSRQVLEOH¶75 Another criticism was the time taken by referees, with 
authors feeling that referees delayed publication, and referees (according to Armstrong) 
wRUU\LQJWKDWPXFKRIWKHLUµYDOXDEOHWLPH¶ZDVEHLQJµSUDFWLFDOO\ZDVWHGRQVXFKZRUN¶76 
A very different concern had been publicly admitted by Lord Rayleigh in 1892, when 
he arranged for the belated publication in the Transactions of a paper by John Waterston that 
had pre-HPSWHG0D[ZHOO¶VZRUNRQWKHNLQHWLFWKHRU\RIJDVHV:DWHUVWRQ¶VSDSHUKDGEHHQ
UHMHFWHGE\5R\DO6RFLHW\UHIHUHHVLQDQGWKHUHDIWHUODQJXLVKHGLQWKH6RFLHW\¶VDUFKLYH
Its history demonstrated, said Rayleigh, the conservativism inherent in the refereeing process, 
VLQFHDUHSUHVHQWDWLYHRIDOHDUQHGVRFLHW\µQDWXUDOO\KHVLWDWHVWRDGPLWLQWRLWVSULQWHGUHFRUGV
PDWWHURIXQFHUWDLQYDOXH¶5D\OHLJKUHDGWKLVDVDQLQGLFDWLRQWKDWOHDUQHGVRFLHWLHVZHUHQRW
the best channels for brinJLQJµKLJKO\VSHFXODWLYHLQYHVWLJDWLRQVHVSHFLDOO\E\DQXQNQRZQ
DXWKRU¶EHIRUHWKHZRUOG77 Such an admission, by the serving secretary of the Royal Society, 
was a striking indictment of the refereeing process. With such criticisms of refereeing, from 
botKZLWKLQDQGZLWKRXWWKH6RFLHW\LQWKHGHFDGHVDURXQGWKH6RFLHW\¶VRQ-going 
commitment to its slow, convoluted editorial processes could be seen as out of step with the 
needs of professional, international science in the twentieth century. 
Certainly, as others have shown, it is clear that few proprietors of independent 
scientific journals in the late nineteenth or early twentieth century felt any need to adopt 
similarly complex processes for editorial scrutiny.78 :KDWµUHIHUHHLQJ¶WKHUHZDVWHQGHGWR 
take the form of informal consultations with trusted acquaintances, and editors relied strongly 
on their own instincts, and on the reputations of the individuals and institutions concerned ± 
much as Joseph Banks had done.79 The lack of enthusiasm for systematic refereeing at the 
independent journals is further confirmation that refereeing was originally part of an editorial 
system distinct to the learned societies.80 
 Compared with the long, labour-intensive and comparatively inaccessible publishing 
processes at learned societies, the swift editorial decision-making and more rapid publishing 
frequency of the independent journals made them attractive to authors looking to publish 
quickly, especially in fast-moving fields like physics.81 Independent journal editors could 
follow their own instincts and interests, with no need to represent or protect the corporate 
reputation of a sponsoring organization through mechanisms for collective responsibility. 
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Their desire for speedy publication was better served by making executive decisions than by 
VHHNLQJUHIHUHHV¶UHSRUWV7KXVLQWKHHDUO\WZHQWLHWKFHQWXU\WKHSUDFWLFHRIUHIHUHHLQJFRXOG
be seen, in some quarters, as an obsolete holdover from an age of amateur dominance, out of 
touch with the needs of the new professional scientist ± a remarkable transformation from the 
1830s, when refereeing had been one of the chief demands of a reform movement that 
championed the expansion of professional science and the imposition of more stringent 
qualifications upon men of science. 
 The Royal Society ± and other learned societies ± continued to use referees (and 
communicators and committees) through the twentieth century. However, just as they had 
GRQHLQWKHHLJKWHHQWKDQGQLQHWHHQWKFHQWXU\WKHVRFLHWLHV¶HGLWRULDOSUDFWLFHV were 
compelled to adapt to changing circumstances. The editorial system developed by the Royal 
Society to protect the prestige of a very old organization, much of whose conduct was still 
rooted in the idea of gentlemanly civility, responded ± gradually ± to the needs of 
professional, international scientific research, during a period in which its responsibilities 
increased yet the share of British scientific activity it represented and its role in the life of 
most of its members diminished. 
It was not until the late 1960s that any major reforms were discussed: in 1967, the 
V\VWHPRIHGLWRULDOPDQDJHPHQWZDVDJDLQGHVFULEHGDVµRXWGDWHGDQGFXPEHUVRPH¶82 and 
in the reforms which followed ± as in subsequent reforms in 1990 ± the aim was to make the 
6RFLHW\¶s procedures more effective and streamlined. From 1969, the editorial work done by 
the chairmen of Sectional Committees was transferred to a new (larger) group of fellows 
designated as Associate Editors. Those Associate Editors were still nominally under the 
authority of the secretaries and Committee of Papers, but positive recommendations were to 
EHµDXWRPDWLFDOO\HQGRUVHGE\WKHDSSURSULDWHVHFUHWDU\¶83 and from 1990, fellows were 
DSSRLQWHGDV(GLWRUVZLWKIXOOUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUHDFKRIWKH6RFLHW\¶VMRXrnals. After 238 
years, the Committee of Papers was disbanded, and the secretaries relinquished their role in 
PDQDJLQJWKH6RFLHW\¶VSXEOLFDWLRQV7KH6RFLHW\¶VFRUSRUDWHLQWHUHVWVDUHQRZUHSUHVHQWHG
by the fellow acting as editor, and by the fellows who serve (alongside non-fellows) on the 
advisory Editorial Boards. 
While both sets of twentieth-century reforms were principally about management, 
they incorporated some changes to the procedures of communication and refereeing. The end 
result was the removal of the privileged role of fellows in the editorial process. The Duke of 
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Sussex in 1832 had felt it entirely appropriate that publication decisions be made by those 
ZKRµKDYHHDUQHGE\WKHLUODERXUVDQ(XURSHDQUHSXWDWLRQ¶EXWE\WKHVDQGV
questions might have been raised about the fairness of a self-selecting group of senior 
scientists, mostly male and mostly British, sitting in judgement on the work of researchers of 
all genders, ages and nationalities.84 However, the rationale behind the Societ\¶VUHIRUPV
appears to have been practical effectiveness, rather than an attempt to dispel any accusations 
of unfairness.85 
By the 1960s, refereeing had become standard practice for both the Society's journals, 
DQGLWZDVFODULILHGWKDWWKLVPHDQWµat least one independent referee other than the 
FRPPXQLFDWRU¶86 Other than drafting new guidance, and from time to time revising the 
printed report form, the Society made few changes to the actual practice of refereeing during 
the twentieth century. For instance, LWFRQWLQXHGWRNHHSUHIHUHHV¶QDPHVFRQILGHQWLDOEXWWR
share the identity of the authors, even though, from the mid-1950s, some journals began 
anonymising authors as a means to protect them from the perceived biases of referees.87 The 
RQJRLQJXVHRIµVLQJle-EOLQG¶UHIHUHHLQJDWWKH6RFLHW\± and in the sciences more generally ± 
illustrates the enduring legacy of nineteenth-century learned society practices. However, the 
rules about the involvement of non-fellows were relaxed.88 The guidelines drawn up for the 
new Associate Editors in 1969 included explicit provision for dealing with referees who were 
not fellows, and even those who were resident overseas.89 Like so many earlier reforms, 
widening the pool of potential referees could be presented as a means of ensuring appropriate 
expertise, but it also helped to spread the load on busy fellows: in 1950, one had complained 
WKDWµLI,JHWPXFKPRUHKHDY\UHIHUHHLQJOLNHWKLVLWLVJRRGE\HWRDQ\FKDQFHRIGRLQJUHDO
VFLHQWLILFZRUNP\VHOI¶90 
Refereeing retained a financial dimension, with referees in the 1960s receiving an 
estimate of the number of pages and images (though no longer an actual cost). For public 




secretary had linked refereeing to quality, telling members of the Association of Special 
/LEUDULHVDQG,QIRUPDWLRQ%XUHDX[WKDWµWKHTXDOLW\RIVFLHQWLILFFRQWHQW¶SXEOLVKHGE\
OHDUQHGVRFLHWLHVZDVµPDLQWDLQHGE\KLJK-FODVVUHIHUHHLQJ¶FDUULHGRXWE\Wheir members.92 A 
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1967 suggestion to publish un-refereed papers in Proceedings (as had been done prior to the 
VZDVGLVPLVVHGDVULVNLQJµDGHJHQHUDWLRQRIVWDQGDUGVIRUSUHVHQWLQJQHZVFLHQWLILF
NQRZOHGJH¶GHVSLWHLWVDGYDQWDJHVIRUVSHHG\SXEOLFDWLRn.93 This positive articulation of the 
value added by referees was the more necessary in a context where the professional 
advantages of rapid publication weighed increasingly heavily with authors. 
,IUHIHUHHVZHUHFODLPHGWREHDQDVVHWWRWKH6RFLHW\¶VSHUiodicals, communicators 
were a more ambiguous legacy. The 1890s worries about whether they were screening 
submissions carefully enough continued. In 1936, for instance, one fellow blamed the 
µLQFUHDVLQJEXON¶RIVXEPLVVLRQVRIµURXWLQHUHVHDUFK¶± which he deemed inappropriate for 
the Society ± on PhD supervisors who were too keen to push their students forward. He 
FODLPHGWKDWWKHVHIHOORZVKDGIRUJRWWHQWKDWFRPPXQLFDWLRQLQYROYHGµDGXW\DVZHOODVD
SULYLOHJH¶94 And if communicators could not be relied upon, the referees had more to do. 
+HQFHRQHUHIHUHHZLVKHGWKDWIHOORZVVHQGLQJLQZHDNSDSHUVE\WKHLUVWXGHQWVµZRXOGRQO\
take the trouble, exercise their undoubted critical powers and have the papers put into proper 
shape, on in some cases stopped, bHIRUHVHQGLQJWKHPLQ¶95 Such complaints hint at the 
challenge for senior scientists in balancing loyalties to their universities and their students as 
well as to the Royal Society. 
** 
When David Davies became editor of Nature in 1973, he made refereeing a standard 
practice, seeing it as a way to raise the journal above accusations of cronyism and elitism, and 
during the cold fusion episode in 1989, his successor John Maddox would trumpet peer 
review as an essential process for scrutinising scientific research before announcing it.96 
Thus, by the 1990s, a process which was once an oddity of learned societies had come to be 
seen as a normal and essential practice for all scholarly journals (and in other research 
evaluation contexts).97 (YHQWKRXJK-RKQ%XUQKDP¶s 1990 survey of editorial peer review 
DFNQRZOHGJHGWKDWLWKDGµEHHQHVVHQWLDOWRVFLHQFHDQGPHGLFLQH¶RQO\IRUµDWOHDVWWZR
JHQHUDWLRQV¶=XFNHUPDQDQG0HUWRQ¶VGLVFXVVLRQRIWKHHDUO\5R\DO6RFLHW\KDVHQDEOHG
PDQ\VXEVHTXHQWFRPPHQWDWRUVWRSURMHFWµSHHUUHYLHZ¶EDFNRQWRWKHV98 By glossing 
over the intervening three centuries, scholars have ignored the period in which refereeing and 
collective decision-making actually developed, and whose legacy is still apparent in current 
practice. 
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Peer review has become conceptually inseparable from professional science in 
Britain. Even though recent scholarship has suggested that the professionalization of science 
was far from complete by the late nineteenth century, it was clearly well advanced at least 
fifty or sixty years before peer review began to acquire the indispensable status it now 
enjoys.99 The point goes beyond the fact that widespread peer review was not apparently a 
necessary condition for the rise of professional science. Over longer perspectives of the kind 
opened up in this essay we see that the relationship fluctuates. For instance, refereeing at the 
Royal Society when it was first instituted was strongly championed by fellows such as 
Babbage and Herschel who, if they were not precisely advocates of professionalization, 
certainly favoured stronger commitments to the advancement of science among the fellows, 
and their impulse to reform the Society is now widely understood as a precursor to it.  By the 
turn of the century, however, refereeing had come to be thought of in some quarters as a 
KROGRYHUIURPWKHDJHRIDPDWHXUGRPLQDQFHDQLPSHGLPHQWWRWKH6RFLHW\¶VHIIRUWVDQG
those of its members to engage with the modern scientific world. Some of the first scientific 
trade unions in Britain spoke out against it in the 1920s, as if to clarify the tension between 
WKH6RFLHW\¶VSUDFWLFHDQGHPHUJHQWSURIHVVLRQDOQRUPVZKLOHWKHFULWLFLVPVRIWKHV
UHDGWKHFRPPXQLFDWRU¶VSULYLOHJHDVDPHDQVRIVXEYHUWLQJSURIHVVLRQDOVWDQGDUGV$VODWHDV
the 1950s, refereeing was still in need of defence, as a practice underpinning the learned 
societies unique role in publishing high-quality original research. The epistemic purpose of 
refereeing also underwent a transformation, from a public foil to set off and amplify the very 
best of the research received by the Society in the early nineteenth century to an instrument 
for ensuring the application of minimum thresholds of quality across the board while 
allocating space (and therefore resources and prestige) on the basis of expert assessment. At 
the same time the implementation of refereeing could be modified locally, creating space to 
FRPSURPLVHDQGUHFRQFLOHWKH6RFLHW\¶VGHVLUHWRSXEOLVKKLJK-quality research at fully-
developed length with the mounting, discipline-wide pressure towards shorter, more rapid 
communication in the sciences. 
This is our central point: that the relative durability of refereeing as a practice should 
not be mistaken for simple continuity of purpose or of meaning. What it was meant to 
accomplish, whom it was intended to benefit, and the perception of its virtues and defects 
varied considerably with time and place. 
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It has, of course, also varied with discipline. There has been less research into the 
historical development of refereeing and peer review in the humanities and social sciences.100 
This is partly because scholarly journals in these fields developed later than in the natural 
sciences (English Historical Review, 1886; American Historical Review, 1895; Annales, 
1929; Past and Present, 1952); and their editors' adoption of refereeing or peer review 
appears to have been even later. As Mark Goldie has described, this journal's predecessor, the 
Cambridge Historical Journal (f.1923), was originally edited by a society of university 
historians who selected papers for publication from the talks at their meetings, and double-
blind peer review at the Historical Journal dates only from the late 1990s.101 The adoption of 
peer review by a wide variety of humanistic and social science disciplines reveals both the 
long-standing (if contested) envy of the epistemic rigour apparently associated with the 
natural sciences, and the professionalising desire to adopt what has come to be seen as 
µSURSHU¶DFDGHPLFSUDFWLFH102 It is also important to consider how the ongoing importance of 
monograph publishing in the humanities creates a different history of practices of editorial 
evaluation and selection. The evaluative practices of book publishing include the issuing of 
advance contracts before the manuscript has been completed; as well as the vibrant practice 
of public, post-publication reviewing (i.e. book reviews). The actors are also different: (non-
academic) commissioning editors wield significant power; and publishers' readers have 
traditionally evaluated both intellectual merit and market potential.103 This brings us back to 
our central point: that the nature and purpose of refereeing, and of peer review, vary 
importantly with context. 
For our formative example of the Royal Society in the late eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries, refereeing was a luxury ± a possibility afforded to an organization with a unique 
position in the history of science and in British scientific organization, one strongly aware of 
that position, and possessing both a captive population of scholars obligated to serve the 
6RFLHW\¶VHQGVDQGVXIILFLHQWILQDQFLDOUHVRXUFHVWRSURPRWHVFKRODUVKLSPRVWO\IRULWVRZQ
sake. The mismatch between the context of the gentlemanly learned society (in a national 
context) and modern, professional, international science, helps to explain some of the 
DFFXVDWLRQVQRZEHLQJOHYHOOHGDJDLQVWSHHUUHYLHZDVQRWEHLQJµILWIRUSXUSRVH¶,IRXUDLP
therefore, has been to show the complexity, contingency, and historical specificity of peer 
UHYLHZ¶VRULJLQVRXUDPELWLRQLVWRVWDUWDVFKRODUO\FRQYHUVDWLRQDERXWZKLFKRILWVDWWULEXWHV
still seem desirable, whether it remains good for all disciplines, whose interests it serves, and 
what the realistic limits of its pretensions might be. 
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